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Claim 1 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out ad distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 



invention. 



The claim is vague and indefinite in that "during an injection" has no antecedent basis. 
There is no indication of where any "two detected voltage values" are obtained or what they 
represent. The computer is not related to the circuit in any meaningful way, it merely compares 
two undefined voltages in one operation and in a separate, unrelated event, responds to some 
threshold being exceeded. Due to the above problems one cannot determine the metes and 
bounds of this claim. 

Claims 1-4 and 9-1 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 0(a) as being anticipated by Divljaklovie 
and (765) and (947) and Reuger. 

Each reference teaches detecting voltage in an injector to determine if it is operating 
properly. This is done by comparing measured values With pre-determined values via a computer 
program. 

Claims 5-8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Divljakovie (765). 
Rueger or Divljakovic (947). 

As noted above, the references teach the basis fault detecting method but are not explicit 
as to shut-down of an individual injector, all injectors or the entire system. Note the piezo 
elements are routinely discharged as part of the normal operating cycle. The concept of shutting 
down a malfunctioning device (e.g. before more damage occurs) is so well known that to apply it 
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to any specific machine would be within the skill expected of the routineer, -and would therefore 
have been an obvious conclusion to one of ordinary skill in the at as regards the operation of the 
Rueger or Divljakovic devices. 

Regarding applicants comments, there is still no definite cooperative relationship between 
thepiezo element, some unspecified voltage measurements and the computer. That is to say. the 
claim does not specify that e.g. the voltage across the piezo element is one of the measured 
voltages, or what the second measured voltage might represent. How can one determine the 
metes and bounds of a collection of unrelated parts? Also, again, what injector 9 There is no 
injector structure in the claim. 

Regarding Divljakovic, the operation of a piezo injector is determined by monitoring a 
voltage, using this as a predetermined value, and when a later measured valve is different (by 
comparing the two values) an "alarm" signal is sent. Note especially figs 1 6 & 17. While it is 
true that a PSD profile can also be generated, it is clear that individual voltage values are also 
compared. 

Regarding Rueger an initial voltage value is determined and subsequent valves are 
"corrected" (by measuring present valve vs predetermined valve and restoring the original 
voltage), which is the same as generating an error signal. 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CTR 
1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, howev er, 
will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this 



final action. 
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